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REMARKS 

.Applicant thanks the Examiner foi conducting the interview of September 26, 2006 
Applicant has amended claims 3, 8, 28 and 34. No new m tei c < hereby. Gain j 1 
Sisa nenak , ordance > h the suggestions discusaec i the ephonk 

it". s -> t -> 2 i ' > u t \ 0 dcin > h ^ > ! t »m u 1 

suo> ( o , Ja es ts to claim > can be found us die text o das 3 and v> as >• ' t 

filed- Support *W she a . erects so claim 8 can be found, e.g., in previously presented claim 9 
and claim 34. Claims 4-7, 9, 10, 27, 29-33. and 35-40 are previously presented. Claims 1-2, and 
U--2* trccanct 1 a % 3-10 and 27-40 are presented for examination 

35U.S.C. § 111 

Claims 3-7, 10, and 27-40 have been rejected under 35 U2SX2 §11 2, second paragraph, as 
being inde n a a\ :.u me airticulari} point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
tpj lie a. ds a - the invention. 

o >t v ; s ' , . j - v i v , > bHi,t proper 

ank w ha\i- 10 he claim term "the location," which appeared in lines 4-5 oi hat claim 

i i . cn rejected as being dependent from rejected claim 3. Applicant 

,l- , \ ' < in „ pitmen p. dotation Kp4 ^ i 

, ^ t . s uoendmcnLs to ciaun 3 

ICaaoh v . ' 2s. is 1 i j has ■> _ hkU: 1 U> 1 d i » ' [ u >. ) ,\ miet^iem 
basis >i tha am at gut gc the open text document,'* which appeared in line 3 of that claim. 
\ 1 n v. i k v t Cnu ,et i iur>! icKUtv, 2S \pduamki 

is. cite, in pi nen ?ari an open tex loci len \pp c 1 espec oils 
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Claims 3 8, and 28 have been rejected under 35 U.5.C §10! as not being drawn to 
statute - e attei Vppiieant equests reconsideration of these ejectioi n ight the 
< .maiks 



! > , u e < , cd u.mn > under 35 U.S.C. §101 .-« j* \ j v * o be v drawn So 
v v m v r. V* t ddressi&g the merits of this rejection, and in order toaifottoe 
the prosecution of the patent application, Applicant has amended claim 3 to more fully recite the 
rwutA t v : on h ! . i I'k > dvvnhed and nvmoK . . n^u ao\ ! u\ Lk st/mcct 

i n pertinent pan: "A text editing system 
eomonvng s< , > ogxam disposed in an electronic format on a first computing device, said 
software pi . u ,n ng ..." 

As is made clear in both the MPEP and case law, a computer-readable medium storing 
instructions to operate a computer is statutory subject matter. According to the MPEP 

^ > 1 O !CS ip 1 UC5 i OliviS S > t f i t V. > 1 ! li it! 

programs which impart functionality when employed as a computer component." Applicant 

s t c five messaging modules o thee 

constitute a data structure, as thai term is defined in the MPEP. Specifically, "lijhe definition of 

itas c v * 'physical or log cal relationship among data elements, designed to support 
specific dai - ado edonsd" MPEP §21()6(lV)(B){'i } Accordingly, the phrase 

* tonu v ae> , , no , r Ji ,o a muud to " m line 3, claim 3, and "active 
m wa i .li hgur.ds Umc ?. /-am h dewr k nwoow, dew ? c manna! 

Finally, the MPEP makes clear that "when functional descriptive material is recorded in some 
von v N u C mi w n i ! uo is i i v< o u m m r 1 gie\iv,e 

it becomes structurally and functionall j interrelated to the medium and will be siatutor) in most 
cases s ce use c chnoiogy permits the functio ofdesct )t e material >k call ec k See- 
also, In re Lowry, 32 f.3d 1579, 1583-84, 32 USPQ2d 1031, 1035 (Fed. Cir 1994). 
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^ , , , i ui i ■> { ,-• mu v. t , u 3 i\ drav n t<i s , . u .nhie-. • n.ottct i d 
respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of tins rejection. 

The Examiner has rejected claim 8 under 35 U.S.C. §101 as allegedly not. being drawn to 
s j 1 t Uul i s i i hi t i 

•submit that the method defined by claim 8 is dearly drawn to patentable vir ec nder 33 

U.S.C, §101. 

Referring to MPEP §2106 IV<B)(J )(b), a claim directed towaid.a computer-related 
process is stat >i 1 ^ r; (i) tits in ph sicai uisfonn 1 > de die 

O e i 1 ,"k i |ii kkl'iii « < s k 1 t i 

specification or would have been known to a skilled artisan.; or (ii) is limited to a practical, 
if 'hi tio it ca tt I apt hi a rami n ! < i cu u ide he computer, a. 

disclosure that permits a skilled artisan to practice the claimed invention, i.e., to put it to practical 
use, is sufficient." As discussed above, Applicant has amended claim 8 to recite "displaying the 
pons c e„ a physical t ms onnalion th curs outsid I c * 

Furthermore, Applicant submits that claim 8 is limited a practical application in the 
^ . > ^ a v nicafion at page 

i s i dits ig net! <*d t i ! S e time h\ 

,i w t! the i ■!' O an eicuromc document to integrate the process oi collecting information 
% I c\ v.ihng t ? i m I to tlu. neu-iopn c m t » m< 

educes s v . , eutio t duchn le number f -tej eqi » mp k 

die tas v n error would prot op ing related en rhec >in 

» tk s > ei urn v aioc of Jaira 8 also provides for a collaborative data flow 
vlhi outre oi he document b tfs m f h j ^ T ! > s ! nothin 

in the document is altered outside the control of the author and ... provides access to unknown 

I s s „ ^ sci l! ».nh ! tM ! a>. dm a hi u i i i en ui ii'cd 

maimer. 
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J«,' i -> :s drcued to •njtu.to.x subve* m.m,i ,r 1 Ore >>> . \epU an 
respectfu lyre - thai this rejectk s be « thdrawtu 

Claim 28 

The Examiner has rejected claim 28 under 35 U.S.C. §101 as allegedly not being drawn, 
to statutory subject matter. The Examiner apparently suggests that the subject matter of claim 28 

*> -> v J io efore it is not a 'practical application' ... because . does not 

produce: a "concrete and tangible result." {Office Action of June i, 2006, page 3). The Examiner 
m-H.c t s \ on 0't. f t Sf'ii't Bui K & Hum Cv > S ,.„ 4 u't.ut* 

F.3d 1368, 47 USPQ.2d 1596 (Fed, Or. 1998) in support of this rejection. 

Sink Strei held ''the transfoi hi of d sere! irao nts 

by a nmruv J c. T a i,s of mathematical calculations in a final share price, constitutes a 
practical application of a mathematical algorithm, formula, or calculation because it produces 'a 
u> ui co ore e d i u § ib e re suit" - a final share price momentarily fixed for recording 
purposes and even accepted and relied upon by regulatory authorities and in subsequent trades," 
v ' <■ 73. Appiicai n it hat the. Sta Bank cas in 

that there he .= pf.scucui application for a claimed invention, which may be, but is not required to 

>< d v ^ v. i i v.! i n i , 'is t 1 vC UOk J 1 11 ! - I >R U 

\ ) < . h'» \ < < ,iv kvs rot require that such a result, where it 

s j ' o ivi ', edn ca' m be ls m «. i.v _e i n > v. > <. 

result idend vc 1 >; the claim n th.e State Street Bank case is not a cued sn the claim itself. 

Turning cow io an analysis of claim 38, there is a practical application that supports the 

^ _ Sv SCUlOi 1 ast: IUTU IP K"i W / ^ t 

1H i 1 i «, \ )t 1 1 I > i HU IP 

editing a text document," and is inherent in the steps recited in the claim. More specifically, the 
invention isn't manipulating a variable, but, rather, it is editing a text document. Furthermore, 
is praetic v > s lescribec n detai with irious exampi Vppli i s 
specification For example. Applicant's specification explains that the method may be useful in 
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- allowing the creator of a document to integrate the process of collecting needed information 

V> i ' i <. It 51 11 *' [u 1 u \t 1 \ U , i A s t p 

5, Lines 22-24. ) Ii is also useful in reducing errors by, e.g., "reducing the number of steps 

~ ' S'- . -ok ! v " v L ni, <' A 'Ax M' •) I I I M), V.<Ufd 

produce a copy errors' (Specification, at page 5, lines 23-27, } As another example, the claimed 
l ' i a i i i < h a t ,U> hs oik % v t x 1 cd *e< 

text document so that nothing in the document is altered outside the control of Uk author 
< Specific i 5 In es 50-31.) 

Vv % * ' \>?h an; s bruits that claim 28 is directed to statutory subject matter, and 
.vvw < vu. ithdrawn. 

ix mi ^ 1 i i \ nintiiUK i mi no ok „u \\eov,eb 

on tile Electronic Filing System (EFS) by way of Deposit Account authorization. Please apply 
u sou aits vo aepo^t account 06-1050, referencing attorney docket number 

13605-004001. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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